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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 

i 

No. 5498. ! 

Albert Vox Steixner-Goltl and Bonnie Love!, Appellants, 

vs. | 

Alma Von Steixner-Goltl. ! 


a 


Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In Equity. 

No. 48698. i 


Alma Desio Von Steixner-Goltl, Phiintil'f, 

vs. | 

Albert Von Steixner-Goltl, Defendant, and Ronnie Love, 

Corespondent. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said 
District, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following 
papers were filed and proceedings had in 
entitled cause, to wit: 


the abovc- 


Bill of Complaint for Absolute Divorce. 
Filed August 14, 1928. j 


Tn the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

an Equity Coui’t. ! 

Equity. No. 48698. 

I 

Alma Desio Von Steixxer-Goeltl, Plaintiff, 

vs. I 

Albert Von Steixxer-Goeltl, Defendant, and 
Bonnie Love. Corespondent. 

] 

The bill of complaint of Alma Desio Von Stejnner-Goeltl 
respectfully shows to the Court as follows: 

1. That plaintiff, Alma Desio Von Steinner-jGoeltl, is a 
citizen of the LTiited States and a resident of the District 
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of Columbia, and has been such a resident of the said Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia for more than three years last past, and 
brings this suit in her own right as hereinafter set forth. 

2. That defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl, is a 
citizen of the United States and a resident of the District 
of Columbia and is sued in his own right; that the co¬ 
respondent, Bonnie Love, is, according to plaintiff’s in¬ 
formation and belief, likewise a citizen of the United States 
and a resident of the District of Columbia. 

3. That the plaintiff and defendant were lawfully united 
in the bonds of matrimony on the 16th day of January, 
1015, in the City of Washington, District of Columbia, by 
the Reverend John W. McNamara, Rector of the St. 
Gabriel’s Roman Catholic Church. 

4. That thereafter plaintiff and defendant estab- 
2 lished a residence in the District of Columbia, where 
they lived together and cohabited as man and wife, 

5. That one child was born of said marriage, namely, a 
son. Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl. Jr., who was born on the 
12th day of April, 1020, and said child is now in the custody 
of the plaintiff herein. 

6. That the plaintiff has at all times conducted herself 
as a true and faithful wife and has ever performed the 
duties incumbent upon her as such, nevertheless, com¬ 
mencing with the birth of the son of the couple and since, 
defendant has treated plaintiff with gross cruelty, contempt, 
and neglect, as hereinafter particularly set forth. 

7. That defendant has scandalized, embarrassed, and 
tormented plaintiff by his notorious conduct in consorting 
with and paying attention to the co-respondent herein, 
Bonnie Love. That the defendant, during his many meet- 
ings with said co-respondent, spent money freely for gifts 
for said co-respondent and made numerous automobile 
trips with the co-respondent to and in the States of Mary¬ 
land and Virginia; that he gave the co-respondent a Ford 
automobile and a diamond ring. 

8. That during the summer of 1927 defendant took the 
co-respondent to the Indian Springs Country Club, to which 
defendant belongs, located in the Countv of Montgomery, 
State of Maryland, and defendant introduced the co¬ 
respondent to his friends, thereby greatly humiliating 
plaintiff. Defendant paid for dinners and entertainment 
for the co-respondent at said Club during the summer of 
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1927, and paid such golf expenses as she incurred at said 
Club. | 

9. That plaintiff left defendant in 1917 because of the 

intense cruelty of the defendant, whicU manifested 

3 itself by arguments, in the presence of plaintiff, be¬ 
tween defendant and waiters, servants,; and trades¬ 
men in hotels, clubs, and other places plaintiff| and defend¬ 
ant visited together. 

10. That in the year 1919, after importunities on the part 
of the husband, the couple went to live together again as 
husband and wife. Shortly thereafter the son! born to the 
couple was conceived. One of the conditions! of plaintiff 
living again with defendant was that defendant would con¬ 
trol his temper, not talking in loud and boisterous tones, 
and threatening the plaintiff. Defendant keptjhis promise 

for onlv a short time after thev resumed the married status. 
* • 

Shortly after the conception of the son of the isaid couple, 
which was in the month of August, 1919, defendant again 
began his intensely cruel treatment of plaintiff by picking 
quarrels and arguments with her. Throughout plaintiff’s 
confinement defendant nagged plaintiff. And while plain¬ 
tiff was in the hospital, following the birth of Said infant, 
defendant humiliated plaintiff by flirting with; one of the 
nurses. After the birth of said son defendant tormented 
plaintiff by spanking said infant. Said spankings would 
be administered, defendant said at the time, to keep the in¬ 
fant awake while he was nursing. The said; spankings 
caused plaintiff great mental suffering and severe physical 
pains in her breasts. When said infant was three and one- 
half years old defendant beat him with a riding crop be¬ 
cause said infant brought some crayons home from school, 
and said whipping caused plaintiff much mental suffering. 
That in the Spring of 1928 defendant carried a revolver and 
threatened plaintiff bodily harm, causing plaintiff such fear 
she left defendant and went to reside with her;parents at 
211 E Street, Northwest, Washington, District; of Colum¬ 
bia. I 

4 11. That at the time plaintiff left the! defendant 
an agreement of separation was entered into by the 

plaintiff and defendant whereby the defendant agreed, 
among other things, to pay the plaintiff, for tjie support 
and maintenance of herself and the infant son pf the par¬ 
ties, the sum of Ninety Dollars ($90) per month, j That ever 


4 


ALBERT VOX STEIN NER-GOLTL ET AL. VS. 


since plaintiff and defendant herein became separated, 
plaintiff has made her home at the said parents’ residence 
at 211 E Street, Northwest. 

12. That the defendant kept the agreement hereinbefore 
referred to until the 1st day of June, 1927, when he began 
his consortings and associations with the said co-respond¬ 
ent, but since the first day of June, 1927, and since his 
associations with the said co-respondent, defendant has 
paid plaintiff at intervals such sums as he himself thought 
proper towards the support of herself and the said infant 
son, notwithstanding the aforesaid agreement. Since she 
left defendant, plaintiff has been compelled to do part-time 
work in the store of her father in the city of Washington, 
District of Columbia, in order to help support herself and 
the said infant son of the parties hereto; that said employ¬ 
ment has not been steady due to the attention which plain¬ 
tiff must give the said infant son of the parties, and at no 
time has averaged in excess of $20.00 per week, which sum is 
not sufficient to support plaintiff and their son. 

13. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avers the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and of¬ 
fense of adultery with each other in the said co-respondent’s 
apartment, located in the premises, No. 1107 16th Street, 
Northwest, Washington, District of Columbia, on, to-wit, 

October 15,1927. 

5 14. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avers 

the fact to be that the defendant, Albert Von Stein¬ 
ner-Goeltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed 
the act and offense of adultery with each other in the said 
co-respondent’s apartment, located in the premises, No. 
1107 16th Street, Northwest, Washington, District of Co¬ 
lumbia, on, to-wit, October 19th and October 20th, 1927. 

15. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avers the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and 
offense of adultery with each other in the said co-respond¬ 
ent’s apartment, located in the premises, No. 1107 16th 
Street, Northwest, Washington, District of Columbia, on, 
to-wit, October 24, 1927. 

16. LTpon information and belief, plaintiff avers the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and 
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offense of adultery with each other in the said co-respond¬ 
ent’s apartment, located in the premises, No; 1107 16th 
Street, Northwest, Washington, District of Columbia, on, 
to-wit, November 12, and November 13, 1927. j 

17. Upon information and belief, plaintiff aval's the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-jGtoeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and 
offense of adultery with each other in the said co-respond¬ 
ent’s apartment, located in the premises, No.i 1107 16th 
Street, Northwest, Washington, District of Columbia, on 
divers dates between October 15, 1927, and November 13, 
1927, inclusive. 

18. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avqrs the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl, and 

the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act 

6 and offense of adulterv with each other in the said co- 

* 1 

respondent’s apartment, located in the premises, No. 
1107 16th Street, Northwest, Washington, District of Co¬ 
lumbia, on, to-wit, August 3rd. August 6th and August 
10th, 1928. ‘ " j 

19. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avejrs the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-tjroeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and 
offense of adulterv with each other in an automobile on a 


lonely road in Arlington County, Virginia, on, tohvit, May 
11, 1928. j 

20. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avers the fact 

to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Gfoeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and 
offense of adultery with each other in an automobile on a 
lonely road in Arlington County, Virginia, on, tofwit, June 
9, 1928. ' ' j 

21. Upon information and belief, plaintiff aveijs the fact 
to be that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Gjoeltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed the act and 
offense of adultery with each other on divers arid sundry 
other occasions, both in the District of Columbia and in 
the State of Virginia between October 15, 19271 and Au¬ 
gust 10, 1928, but the exact times and places ofjsaid acts 
of adultery are unknown to the plaintiff, although she has 
used due diligence to ascertain the same. 

That all of the foregoing acts of adultery were, on the 
part of the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl, and the 
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co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed by them without 
the consent, connivance, privity or procurement of the 
plaintiff, and singe learning of the same she has not co¬ 
habited with defendant voluntarily or otherwise. 

22. That defendant owns one-half of the corporate 

7 stock of the corporation known as Von Steinner & 
Baumgartner Company, manufacturing jewelers, lo¬ 
cated at 514 Tenth Street, Northwest, Washington, Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, from which business, in the way of 
bonuses, salaries, and dividends, defendant receives a sum 
of not less than Seven Thousand Dollars ($7,000) per 
annum: and that the said income is not charged with any 
unusual or extraordinary expense, and defendant has not 
been called upon to meet any financial obligations by the 
plaintiff. That because of the aforesaid grievances on the 
part of the defendant, and for other reasons, plaintiff is 
in an ill and nervous condition at this time, unable to re¬ 
main stcadilv at work and has been advised it was neces- 
sary for her to take a complete rest to adhere a nervous 
collapse. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, plaintiff prays: 

1. That process of subpoena issue from this Honorable 
Court directed to the defendant, Albert von Steinner- 
Goeltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, requiring 
them to answer the exigencies of this bill of complaint. 

2. That a rule to show cause be issued directed against 
the defendant, Albert von Steinner-Goeltl, requiring him 
to show whv he should not be ordered to pav the costs of 
this suit and alimony pendente life, and that such motions 
may be filed from time to time on behalf of plaintiff as 

mav be deemed necessarv. 

* « 

3. That the plaintiff be granted the exclusive care and 
custody of the said infant child, Albert von Steinner-Goeltl, 
Jr., pendente life and permanently, and that the defendant 
be enjoined and restrained from taking the said infant into 
the presence or company of said co-respondent. 

4. That pending the outcome of this suit, plaintiff be 

awarded alimony pendente lite, counsel fees and costs. 

8 5. That upon a final hearing of this cause, plain¬ 
tiff be awarded a decree if divorce a vinculo matri¬ 
monii, with permanent alimony, counsel fees and costs, and 
the permanent custody of the minor son of the parties 
hereto. 
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6. And for such other and further relief as the nature of 
the case may require and to the Court may seem meet and 
proper. 

i 

Separate Answer of Albert Von Steinnet-Goeltl. 

Filed August 22, 1928. 

* • # * * * # 

I 


The defendant Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl for answer to 
the bill of complaint filed herein, says: 

1. He admits the allegations of paragraph one of the 
bill. 

2. So far as applicable to this defendant, he alleges that 
he is a resident of the State of Virginia. 

3. He admits the allegations of paragraph three of the 

bill. 

4. Defendant admits the allegations of paragraph four of 

the bill. | 

5. Defendant admits the allegations of paragraph five 
of the bill. 

6. This defendant denies that the plaintiff ha$ conducted 
herself as a faithful wife, but alleges that lief unseemly 
conduct and association with men is the cause cjf the sepa¬ 
ration of the plaintiff and the defendant. Thej defendant 
denies that he has treated the plaintiff with gross cruelty, 
contempt and negligence. 

7. The defendant denies any improper association with 
the co-defendant named in the bill, and denies that he has 

spent money freely for gifts for the co T defendant, 
9 and denies that he has made numerous automobile 
trips with the co-defendant to the States of Mary¬ 
land and Virginia, but alleges that upon several occasions 
in a perfectly proper manner and in a perfectly iproper as¬ 
sociation, he has taken automobile rides with the:co-defend¬ 
ant; he denies that he gave the co-defendant a Ford auto¬ 
mobile and a diamond ring. 

8. The defendant has no recollection with respect to tak¬ 
ing the co-defendant to Indian Springs Country Club, as 
alleged in paragraph eight, but alleges that if he did so it 
was done open and aboveboard, without any improper re¬ 
lation or association between them. 


I 
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9. This defendant denies that the plaintiff left him in 
1917 because of any cruelty on the part of the defendant, 
and denies that he gave the plaintiff any just cause for leav¬ 
ing him, and defendant alleges that there never were any 
arguments as alleged in the ninth paragraph of the bill 
which could or should cause embarrassment to any sensible 
person. 

10. This defendant admits that in the vear 1919 he and 
his wife resumed marital relations, this defendant being 
desirous of maintaining the home, and only resumed 
marital relations with his wife after many promises on her 
part and assurances that she would change her course of 
conduct. The defendant denies that he ever threatened the 
plaintiff as alleged in said paragraph, and denies the allega¬ 
tions with respect to his temper and etc., contained therein. 
The defendant emphatically denies that in the month of 
August 1919, or at any other time, he treated the plaintiff 
cruelly or unkindly, and denies that he “picked” quarrels 
and arguments with her; he denies that during the confine¬ 
ment of the plaintiff, he nagged her and emphatically de¬ 
nies that he was guilty of flirting with one of the 

10 nurses while the plaintiff was in the hospital. He 
denies that he tormented the plaintiff by spanking 
the infant child, and alleges that no such thing ever took 
place. He denies that when the infant was 3 l /z years old, 
the defendant beat him with a riding crop because the in¬ 
fant brought some crayons home from school, and the de¬ 
fendant alleges that the child was not attending school when 
of the age of 3V> years, and he denies that any such thing 
alleged ever occurred. He denies that in the Spring of 
1928, he carried a revolver and threatened the plaintiff 
with bodily harm, and that she left the defendant and he 
alleges that the plaintiff and the defendant were not living 
together in the Spring of 1928, and have not lived together 
since June 1926. 

11. The defendant admits the execution of the agree¬ 
ment alleged in paragraph 11 of the bill, and alleges that 
the same was only executed by him in order to secure some 
peace of mind, and in which agreement there appears this 
language: 

“Whereas disputes have arisen between said husband 
and wife in consequence of which they decided, in spite of 
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the husband’s emphatic objection, and only on|account of the 
wife’s urgent requests to separate and live apart from each 
other during the remainder of their natural lives.” 


12. The defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 
twelve of the bill and alleges that he has Supported the 
plaintiff and their child in a proper manner, and he admits 
that he has not made payments in accordance with the 
terms of the said agreement because the samejis of no valid 
force and effect, but alleges that he has performed his legal 
duty of supporting his wife and child. 

13. The defendant denies that he committed adultery 

with the co-defendant as alleged in the 13th Paragraph of 
the bill. j 

14. The defendant denies that lie committed 
11 adultery with the co-defendant as alleged in the 14th 
paragraph of the bill. i 

15. The defendant denies that he eommitjted adultery 

with the co-defendant as alleged in the 15th paragraph of 
the bill. “ _ | 

16. The defendant denies that he committed adultery 
with the co-defendant as alleged in the 16th paragraph of 
the bill. 

17. The defendant denies that he committed adultery 

with the co-defendant as alleged in the 17th paragraph of 
the bill. I 

18. The defendant denies that he committjed adultery 
with the co-defendant as alleged in the 18th paragraph of 


the bill. 

19. The defendant denies that he committed adultery 
with the co-defendant as alleged in the 19th paragraph of 
the bill. 

20. The defendant denies that he committed adultery 

with the co-defendant as alleged in the 20th paragraph of 
the bill. | 

21. Defendant denies that he committed thq offense of 
adulterv with the co-defendant as alleged in the 21st para¬ 


graph, and denies that he ever committed adultery with the 
co-defendant at any time or place. 

22. The defendant denies that his income is $7000.00 per 
year, but alleges that it does not exceed $5000 hnd that he 
owes debts approximating $4000 upon which he i|s now mak- 

2—5498 a 
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ing payments. That the plaintiff is employed in the store 
of her father, and this defendant has no knowledge as to 
her income from her employment. The defendant recog¬ 
nizes his legal liability to support his child, which he gladly 
and cheerfully does, and will continue to do, but the plain¬ 
tiff having left this defendant without any .justification or 
excuse, he denies her right to any alimony, pendente lite or 
permanently. 

Defendant has no knowledge with respect to the physi¬ 
cal condition of the plaintiff, but alleges that no conduct of 

his contributed to anv condition from which she mav be 

* » 

suffering. 

12 And now, having fully answered the bill of com- 
plaint herein, this defendant prays that the said bill 
may be dismissed. 

A. VON STEINNER GOLTL. 

T. MORRIS WAMPLER, 

Attorney for Defendant. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Albert von Steinner-Goltl. being first duly sworn made 
oath that the allegations and statements contained in the 
foregoing answer are true to the best of his knowledge, in¬ 
formation and belief. 

A. von STEINNER GOLTL. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 17th day of 
August, 1928. 

[notarial seal.] BERTHA G. HUNT, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

Separate Answer of Bonnie Love. 

Filed August 22, 192'8. 

******* 


The co-defendant Bonnie Love, for answer to the bill of 
complaint filed herein, or so much thereof as it is necessary 
for her to answer, says; 

1. This defendant has no knowledge respecting the alle¬ 
gations of paragraph one, but believes the same to be true. 

2. So far as concerns this co-defendant, she admits the 
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allegations of paragraph two, and alleges that she 

13 believes the remaining allegations of said paragraph 
are true. 

3. She has no knowledge respecting the allegations of 

paragraph three of the bill. j 

4. Co-defendant has no knowledge respecting the allega¬ 
tions of paragraph four of the bill. 

5. The co-defendant has no knowledge respecting the 
allegations of paragraph five of the bill. j 

6. The co-defendant has no knowledge respecting the 
allegations of paragraph six of the bill. 

7. This co-defendant has no knowledge respecting the 

allegations of paragraph seven, except that sh|e alleges that 
any association between the defendant andi herself was 
absolutely proper. She denies that the defendant spends 
inonev frcelv for gifts for her, denies that hje gave her a 
Ford automobile and a diamond ring. She denies that she 
lias made numerous trips in an automobile [with the de¬ 
fendant to the States of Maryland and Virginia, but alleges 
that the onlv time she was in said States with the defendant 
was upon an automobile ride and alleges that her associa¬ 
tion with him was absolutely proper in every!manner, and 
respect. | 

8. This co-defendant admits accompanying t^ie defendant 
to the Indian Spring Golf Club, and being introduced by 
him to friends, and admits that she has been at [dinners with 
friends, the defendant being among the company. 

9. This co-defendant has no knowledge reispecting the 
allegations of paragraph nine of the bill. 

10. This co-defendant has no knowledge respecting the 

allegations of paragraph ten of the bill. j 

11. This co-defendant has no knowledge reispecting the 
allegations of paragraph eleven of the bill. 

14 12. This co-defendant has no knowledge respect¬ 
ing the allegations of paragraph twelve of the bill, 

but alleges that her association with the defendant was and 
has always been perfectly proper and respectable. 

13. This co-defendant emphatically and : indignantly 

denies the allegations of paragraph 13 of the bill, that she 
committed adultery with the defendant Albert Von Stein- 
ner-Goeltl. [ 

14. This co-defendant emphatically and j indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 14 of the bill, that she 
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committed adulterv with the defendant Albert Von Stein- 
ner-Goeltl. 

15. This co-defendant emphatically and indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 15 of the bill, that she 
committed adultery with the defendant Albert Von Stein- 
ner-Goeltl. 

16. This co-defendant, emphatically and indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 16 of the bill, that 
she committed adulterv with the defendant Albert Von 
Steinner-Goeltl. 

17. This co-defendant emphatically and indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 17 of the bill, that 
she committed adultery with the defendant Albert Von 
Steinner-Goeltl. 

18. This co-defendant emphatically and indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 18 of the bill, that 
she committed adultery with the defendant Albert Von 
Steinner-Goeltl. 

19. This co-defendant emphatically and indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 19 of the bill, that 
she committed adultery with the defendant Albert Von 
Steinner-Goeltl. 

20. This co-defendant emphatically and indignantly 
denies the allegations of paragraph 20 of the bill, that 
she committed adultery with the defendant Albert Von 
Steinner-Goeltl. 

21. This co-defendant denies that she committed adul¬ 
terv with the defendant Albert Von Steinner-Goeltl 

15 as alleged in the 21st paragraph of the bill, and 
denies that she ever at any time or place committed 
adultery with the said defendant. 

22. This co-defendant has no knowledge respecting tin* 
allegations of paragraph 22 of the bill. 

And now having fully answered this co-defendant prays 
that the said bill mav be dismissed. 

BONNIE M. LOVE. 

T. MORRIS WAMPLER. 

S., 

Attorney for Codefendant. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Bonnie Love, being first duly sworn made oath that the 
allegations and statements contained in the foregoing an- 
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swer are true to the best of her knowledge, information 
and belief. 

BONNIE M. LOVE. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 17th day of Au¬ 
gust, 1928. 

[notarial seal.] BERTHA G. HtlNT, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

Supplemental Bill of Complaint for Absolute-Divorce. 

Filed October 9, 1920. ; 

• * # • * • I • 

Comes now the plaintiff, Alma Desio von! Steinner- 
Goltl, and with leave of Court first had and obtained, files 
this, her supplemental bill of complaint for absolute di¬ 
vorce in the above entitled cause, and respectfully states to 
the Court as follows: 

16 1-22. The plaintiff adopts as and foil the first 

twenty-two paragraphs inclusive of this, her supple¬ 
mental bill of complaint, the first twenty-two paragraphs 
inclusive of the original bill of complaint filed in'this cause 
on August 14th. 1928, and reiterates and rcaffirpis the al¬ 
legations thereof as though the same were fullvi set forth 
in this supplemental bill of complaint. \ 

23. Plaintiff avers that since the filing of the original 

bill of complaint herein the defendant, Albert Von Stcin- 

ner-Goltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, have eon- 

tinuouslv associated with each other in the District of Co- 
*■ 

lumbia and elsewhere, and the association of sajd parties 
was in nowise interrupted by the fact that plaijntiff filed 
her original bill in this cause, charging the defendant and 
the co-respondent, specifically and generally, with the com¬ 
mission of adultery. 

24. Plaintiff avers that after the filing of her original 

bill in this cause, the co-respondent, Bonnie LovC, took an 
apartment in the Cavalier Apartment House, 3500 14th 
St., N. W„ Washington, D. C., where the defendant, Albert 
Von Steinner-Goltl, visited and consorted with lrir contin¬ 
uously, remaining in said apartment until late 'hours at 
night. { 

25. Plaintiff avers that the defendant, Albert Von Stein¬ 
ner-Goltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, committed 
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acts of adultery with each other on various occasions be¬ 
tween January 21st and February 21st, 1929 in the Cava¬ 
lier Apartment House, 3500 14th St., N. W., Washington, 
D. C. 

26. Plaintiff avers that on occasions in October and No¬ 
vember of 1929 the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, 
and the co-respondent. Bonnie Love, committed adultery 
with each other in the Cavalier Apartments, 3500 14th St., 
N. W., Washington, D. C. 

17 27. That on, to-wit, July 2nd, 1929, plaintiff was 
served, at her residence in the District of Columbia, 

with a summons to answer a suit exhibited by the defend¬ 
ant in the Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria. 
Virginia, for an absolute divorce on the grounds of wilful 
desertion and abandonment, and following such notice, and 
while the above entitled cause was pending, she filed her 
certain petition herein, seeking to enjoin the said defendant 
from the prosecution of the said suit for divorce in the 
Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria, Virginia, 
and on. to-wit, July 30.1929, this Honorable Court enjoined 
said defendant from the prosecution of said suit. That, 
notwithstanding said injunction, the defendant appeared, 
on to-wit, July 31st, 1929 in the Corporation Court of the 
City of Alexandria, Virginia, with certain witnesses, and 
his said suit against the plaintiff was heard by that Court 
and on said date the Corporation Court of Alexandria, 
Virginia entered a decree, purporting to award Ihe defend¬ 
ant herein an absolute divorce from the plaintiff herein on 
the ground of wilful desertion and abandonment. That 
reference is hereby made to the pleadings on file in this 
cause respecting said injunction, and other matters, and 
they are prayed to be considered as a part hereof, as 

though fullv set forth herein. 

' « 

28. Upon information and belief, plaintiff avers that on, 
to-wit, February 1st, 1930, in the City of Baltimore, Mary¬ 
land, the defendant entered into a marriage ceremony with 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, who is the same person 
named as the co-respondent in the original bill of complaint 
filed herein, and that since said marriage ceremony they 
have lived and cohabited as husband and wife in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, at 2737 Devonshire Place. N. W., 

18 and plaintiff alleges and avers that the defendant, 
Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, and the co-respondent, 
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Bonnie Love, have committed numerous acts!of adultery 
with each other at said address in the District cj>f Columbia. 

29. That all the foregoing acts of adultery were com¬ 

mitted by the defendant, Albert Von Steinnejr-Goltl, and 
the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, without the consent, con¬ 
nivance, privity or procurement of the plaintiff and since 
learning of the same she has not cohabited with! the defend¬ 
ant, voluntarily or otherwise. | 

30. Plaintiff avers that the defendant was | not at the 
time of the institution of the suit for divorce in Alexandria, 
Virginia, and had not been for a period of one year prior 
thereto, an actual bona fide resident of the St|ate of Vir¬ 
ginia and domiciled therein, as required by the laws of 
said State; she avers that the marital domicile of the 
parties hereto was and had always been solely jin the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, and this plaintiff had not taken up a resi¬ 
dence in the State of Virginia, and that the defendant’s 
residence there was a fiction simulated for the sole pur¬ 
pose of enabling him to procure a divorce therein; that 
the plaintiff and defendant were residents of the District 
of Columbia prior to their marriage, were married here, 
and following their marriage lived and cohabited in the 
District of Columbia, and nowhere else; she fivers that 
during at least a portion of said pretended perijod of resi¬ 
dence in the State of Virginia, the defendant maintained 
and occupied an apartment at premises 3506 16th Street, 
N. W., Washington, D. C.; that the defendant had his busi¬ 
ness, club and social connections in the District of Colum¬ 
bia and had no reason for going to the State of Virginia 
except to obtain a divorce; she further avers thjat the de¬ 
fendant went to Virginia occasionally ati night to 

19 sleep for the purpose of giving some color to his 
pretended residence in said State, and she avers that 
immediately following the entry of the decree qf divorce 
in the State of Virginia, the defendant abandoned any pre¬ 
tense of living in Virginia, and returned to the District of 
Columbia, and has resided in this District continuously to 
the present time. Plaintiff further alleges that; the said 
pretended residence of the defendant in the State of Vir¬ 
ginia was a fraud on that court, and on this Court, and 
was solely an attempt on the part of the defendant to evade 
trial of this case in the courts of the District of Columbia, 
and she says that the said Virginia decree is not entitled 
to full faith and credit by this Court. 
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Wherefore, the premises considered, plaintiff prays: 

1. That process of subpoena issue from this Honorable 
Court directed to the defendant, Albert Von Steinner- 
Goltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, requiring them 
to answer the exigencies of this bill of complaint. 

2. That a rule to show cause be issued directed against 
the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, requiring him 
to show why he should not be ordered to pay the costs of 
this suit and alimony pendente life, and that such motions 
may be filed from time to time on behalf of plaintiff as 
mav be deemed necessarv. 

3. That the plaintiff be granted the exclusive care and 
custody of the said infant child, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, 
Jr., pendente life and permanently, and that the defendant 
be enjoined and restrained from taking the said infant into 
the presence or company of said co-respondent. 

4. That pending the outcome of this suit, plaintiff be 
awarded alimony pendente life, counsel fees and costs. 

5. That upon a final hearing of this cause, plain- 
20 tiff be awarded a decree of divorce a vinculo matri¬ 
monii, with permanent alimony, counsel fees and 
costs, and the permanent custody of the minor son of the 
parties hereto. 

6. And for such other and further relief as the nature 
of the case may require and to the Court may seem meet 
and proper. 

ALMA DESIO VOX STEINNER-GOLTL, 

Plaintiff. 

RAYMOND XEUDECKER, 

Attorney for Plaintiff. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Alma Desio Von Steinner-Goltl, being first duly sworn, 
according to law, deposes and says; that she has read the 
foregoing supplemental bill by her subscribed and knows 
the contents thereof; that the matters and things therein 
stated as of her personal knowledge are true, and those 
based upon information and belief she believes to be true. 
ALMA DESIO VOX STEIXXER GOLTL, 

Plaintiff. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 8th day of Oc¬ 
tober, 1930. 

[notarial seal.] PRICIE X. EVANS, 

Notary Public, D. C. 
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No objection to filing the above supplemental bill. 

NEIL BURKIN SHAW, 
Attorney for Defendants. 
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Fiat of Justice Hitz. 


Leave to file granted. 


Oct. 9, 1930. 


W. H., 

Justice. 


I 

Separate Answer of Albert Von Steinnet-Goltl to 
Supplemental Bill of Complaint .! 

i 

i 

Filed October 23, 1930. j 


* 


* 




Comes now the defendant, Albert Von Steimier-Goltl, and 
with leave of court first sought and obtained, now files 
this his answer to the supplemental bill of complaint in 
the above-entitled cause, and respectfully states to the 
court as follows: 

1-22. The defendant adopts the first twenty-two para¬ 
graphs, inclusive, of his original answer herein, save the 
allegation in paragraph two that he is a resident of the 
State of Virginia, which allegation is amended so as to 
read that defendant is now, at the time of the filing of this 
answer to the supplemental bill, a resident of'the District 
of Columbia. 

23. The defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 
twenty-three as stated, and avers the fact to be that he and 
the co-defendant named in the original bill qf complaint 
were married February 1, 1930, at the City of Baltimore, 
in the State of Maryland, and that prior to sajid marriage 
he associated with the co-respondent herein for some time 
theretofore, said association being of a perfectly proper 
character. 

24. Defendant admits that the co-respondent oc- 
22 cupied an apartment as alleged, but depies that de¬ 
fendant visited and consorted with said!co-respond¬ 
ent continuously, remaining in said apartmenjt until late 
hours at night. Defendant avers the fact to be that he did 

3—5498a 
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visit said apartment on numerous occasions; that such 
visits were of a perfectly proper character; and that on no 
occasion were said visits protracted until an unreasonable 
hour of the night. 

25. Defendant emphatically and indignantly denies that 
he and the co-respondent committed adultery on various 
occasions between January 21 and February 21, 1929, in 
the Cavalier apartment house, "Washington, District of 
Columbia. 

26. Defendant emphatically and indignantly denies that 
he and the co-respondent committed adultery in October 
and November, 1929, in the Cavalier apartment house. 

27. Defendant admits that plaintiff was served with a 
summons on July 2, 1929, to answer a divorce suit filed 
by defendant in the Corporation Court of the City of Alex¬ 
andria, Virginia; defendant admits that following such 
notice, plaintiff filed a petition to enjoin said defendant in 
the prosecution of said divorce action in the State of Vir¬ 
ginia: defendant admits that this Honorable Court en¬ 
joined this defendant on July 30, 1929, in the prosecution 
of said suit, but avers the fact to be that said injunction 
was never served on defendant herein, nor was defendant 
herein given notice at any time prior to the month of Sep¬ 
tember, 1930, of the issuance of said injunction. Further, 
the defendant adopts as part of his answer herein the plead¬ 
ings on file in this cause respecting said injunction and 
other matters, andj they are prayed to be considered as a 
part hereof. Defendant admits that he appeared on, to 
wit, July 31, 1929, in the Corporation Court of the City of 

Alexandria, Virginia, with certain witnesses, and 
23 that the suit against the plaintiff was heard fully by 

said court, and that on said date the Corporation 
Court of the City of Alexandria, Virginia, entered a decree 
of absolute divorce from the plaintiff herein on the grounds 
of wilful desertion and abandonment. 

28. Defendant admits that on, to wit, February 1, 1930, 
in the City of Baltimore, State of Maryland, he married 
Bonnie Love, who is the same person named as the co¬ 
respondent in the original bill of complaint filed herein, 
and that since said marriage ceremony, they have lived as 
husband and wife in the District of Columbia. Defendant 
is advised that he need not answer the other allegations of 
said paragraph. 
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29. Defendant denies, in response to paragraph twenty- 
nine, that he ever committed adultery at any time with the 
co-respondent named in this suit. Defendant admits that 
plaintiff herein has not cohabited with him, the defendant, 
voluntarily or otherwise, since the agreement of separation 
cited in paragraph eleven of the original bill. 

30. Defendant denies that he was not at th'e time of the 
institution of the suit for divorce in Alexandria, Virginia, 
a resident of the State of Virginia for more than a vear 
prior thereto, but avers the fact to be that ihe had been 
an actual, bona fide resident of said State and had a domi¬ 
cile therein since the first day of June, 1938; that said 
residence was first in Potomac, Virginia, and later in Alex¬ 
andria, Virginia; that such residence was maintained in 
fact until the month of November, 1929. Defendant denies 
that the marital domicile of the parties hereiiji at the time 
of the filing of the original bill of complaint was in the 
District of Columbia, but avers the fact toibe that for 

more than three years prior to the filing of said 
24 suit in the Corporation Court of Alexandria, Vir¬ 
ginia, the defendant and the plaintiff: herein had 
been living apart under an agreement of separation made 
over the protest and against the will of the defendant 
herein; and that thereafter, while the parties j herein were 
living apart under said separation agreement,! this defend¬ 
ant removed to the State of Virginia as heretofore alleged; 
that said residence in Virginia was bona fide iin everv re- 
spect, and was not taken up and maintained for the pur¬ 
pose of obtaining a residence for the purposd of divorce, 
as alleged herein. Defendant admits the plaintiff and de¬ 
fendant. at the time of their marriage, were residents of 
the District of Columbia, and were married here; that 
following their marriage they lived and cohjabited here 
until the date of said separation agreement; defendant de- 
nies that at any time during this period of residence in 


the State of Virginia, heretofore alleged, that, he ever 
maintained or occupied an apartment at 35Q6 Sixteenth 
Street, Northwest, Washington, District of Columbia; de¬ 
fendant admits that he had his business connections in the 
District of Columbia during such residence; that during 
such residence, he maintained club connections, as he had 
for a long time prior thereto, in the State of Maryland, 
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to wit, the Indian Springs Country Club; defendant denies 
he went to Virginia only occasionally at night to sleep 
and only for the purpose of giving color to his pretended 
residence in said State, and avers the fact to be that his 
residence was bona fide in every respect, and that he slept 
at night in the State of Virginia, except on a few occa¬ 
sions when business compelled his departure to Richmond 
or to New York. Defendant denies that immediately fol¬ 
lowin'? the decree of absolute divorce in the State of Vir- 
a;inia that he abandoned his residence in the State 
25 of Virginia, and avers the fact to be that for some 
three months thereafter, to wit, until the month of 
September, 1929, the defendant continued to maintain his 
residence in said State of Virginia; defendant admits that 
he has resided continuously in the District of Columbia 
since September, 1929; defendant denies that his residence 
in the State of Virginia was in anywise a pretended resi¬ 
dence, or that it was maintained at any time on his part 
in order to evade trial of this case in the courts of the 
District of Columbia. 

Answering further, defendant reiterates that his resi¬ 
dence was bona fide; further, that the said Virginia decree 
is entitled to full faith and credit by this court: that the 
marital domicile had been abandoned by the separation 
agreement for more than three years prior to the filing 
of said suit in the courts of Virginia; that the plaintiff 
herein had wilfully deserted the defendant over his em¬ 
phatic protest more than three years prior to the filing 
of said suit; that after said wilful separation of the plain¬ 
tiff herein from the defendant under the terms of said 
agreement, that any marital domicile in the District of 
Columbia that theretofore had been in existence there¬ 
after ceased to exist, and that defendant herein was at 
liberty to take up his domicile wheresoever he so desired; 
that the service of process in the suit in the Corporation 
Court of the City of Alexandria was had on the plaintiff 
herein in person on the second day of July, 1929, in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia: that the case came on to be heard be¬ 
fore the Honorable William P. Wools, Judge of said Cor¬ 
poration Court of the City of Alexandria, on the thirty- 
first day of July, 1929; that testimony was taken from 
witnesses appearing in behalf of the defendant herein and 
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plaintiff therein, as appears by the authentication of 
record of the proceedings in said court, which is 

26 appended hereto and made a part hereof; that on 
the said thirty-first day of July, 192tj>, the said 

Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria, Virginia, 
awarded the defendant herein and the plaintiff therein, a 
decree of absolute divorce on the ground off wilful de- 
sertion and abandonment, as appears by said iauthentica- 
tion of record attached hereto and made a pjart hereof, 
which decree of absolute divorce is entitled to full faith 
and credit bv this court. Further, on the first (lav of Feb- 
ruarv, 1930, and more than six months after the said de¬ 
cree of absolute divorce of the Corporation Coujrt of Alex¬ 
andria, Virginia, had been entered by said cor[rt, the de¬ 
fendant herein married in the Citv of Baltimore, in the 
State of Maryland, the co-defendant, Bonnie Love, with 
whom he now resides in the Citv of Washington. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, defendant prays 
that the cause herein be dismissed as moot; j 

2. That the court enter such order as is just and proper 

with regard to the maintenance and support ofjthe infant 
child of the parties herein; ij 

3. That the court enter an appropriate ordejr whereby 
defendant herein mav have access to said infant child and 
the privilege of keeping said child with him at jsuch times 
and for such periods as the court may ordain; j 

4. That the order for temporary alimony be quashed, 
and that anv further alimonv be denied insofar as the 

* w I 

plaintiff is concerned on the grounds that said plaintiff is 
self-supporting, and does not need support of! any kind 
from the defendant herein; and, further, on thje grounds 
that the conduct of the plaintiff as set forth in tile original 
answer to the original bill forfeits any rights ;she might 
have had in the premises to claim or collect alimony; 

27 5. And for such other relief as may to; the court 
seem meet and proper. 

ALBERT vox STEINNEB-GoLTL, 

Defendant. 

NEIL BURKIN SHAW, j 

Attorney for Defendant. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Albert von Steinner-Goltl, being first duly sworjn, accord¬ 
ing to law, deposes and says; that he has read! the fore- 
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going Answer by him subscribed and knows the contents 
thereof; that the matters and things therein stated as of 
his personal knowledge are true, and those based upon in¬ 
formation and belief he believes to be true. 

ALBERT vox STEIXXER-GOLTL, 
i Defendant. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 22nd day of Octo¬ 
ber, A. D. 1930. 

[xotarial seal.] MILFORD F. SCHWARTZ, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


28 Separate Answer of Correspondent to Supplemental 

Bill of Complaint. 


Filed October 23, 1930. 




Comes now Mrs. Bonnie Love Von Steinner-Goltl, named 
as co-respondent herein, and with leave of court first had 
and obtained, files this her further answer to the supple¬ 
mental bill of complaint filed herein, and states to the court 
as follows: 

1-22. The co-respondent adopts as and for her further 
answer the first twenty-two paragraphs of her original 
answer filed herein, and reiterates and reaffirms all the al¬ 
legations thereof, as though the same fully were set forth 
in this further answer. 

23. The co-respondent denies the allegations of para¬ 
graph twenty-three as stated, and avers the fact to be that 
she and the defendant were married February 1, 1930, in 
the City of Baltimore, State of Maryland, and that prior to 
said marriage she associated with the defendant herein for 
some time theretofore, said association being always of a 
perfectly proper character. 

2'4. Co-respondent admits that she occupied an apart¬ 
ment as alleged, but denies that defendant visited and con¬ 
sorted with her continuously, remaining in said apartment 
until late hours at night. Corespondent avers the fact to 
be that defendant did visit said apartment on numerous 
occasions: that such visits were of a perfectly proper char¬ 
acter; and that on no occasion were said visits protracted 
until an unreasonable hour of the night. 
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25. Co-respondent emphatically and indignantly denies 
that she and the defendant committed adultery on 

29 various occasions between January 21 arid February 
21, 1929, at the Cavalier apartment house, Washing¬ 
ton, District of Columbia. 

26. Co-respondent emphatically and indignantly denies 
that she and the defendant committed adulteryj in October 
and November, 1929, in the Cavalier apartment jliouse. 

27. Co-respondent is advised that she need riot answer 
the allegations of paragraph twenty-seven. 

28. Co-respondent admits that on, to wit, February 1, 
1930, in the Citv of Baltimore, State of Marvland, she mar- 
ried the defendant herein, and that since said marriage 

c? 

ceremonv, she and the defendant have lived as husband and 
wife in the District of Columbia. Co-respondent is advised 
that she need not answer the other allegations of said 
paragraph. i 

29. Co-respondent is advised that she need jiot answer 

the allegations of paragraph twenty-nine. j 

30. Co-respondent is advised that she need not answer 
the allegations of paragraph thirty. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, co-respondent 
prays that the cause herein be dismissed as moot!; 

2. That the court award such other and further relief as 
the nature of the case may require, and which the court 
mav deem meet and proper. 

BONNIE LOVE VON STEINNER-GOLTL, 

Corespondent. 

NEIL BURKINSHAW, [ 

Attorney for Corespondent. 

30 District of Columbia, ss: 

Bonnie Love Von Steinner-Goltl, being first duly sworn 
according to law, deposes and says; that she has read the 
foregoing Answer by her subscribed, and knowjs the con¬ 
tents thereof; that the matters and things therein stated as 
of her personal knowledge are true, and those biased upon 
information and belief she believes to be true. 

BONNIE LOVE VON STEINNER-GOLjTL, 

Corespondent. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 22 dai’ of Octo¬ 
ber, A. D. 1930. 

[notarial seal. ] MILFORD F. SCHWARTZ 

Notary Public, D. C. 
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Interlocutory Decree of Divorce—Finding of Facts. 

Filed November 29, 1930. 

• •#•••« 

This cause came on for trial upon the original and sup¬ 
plemental bills of complaint for absolute divorce, the an¬ 
swers of the defendants thereto, testimony taken in open 
Court, and argument of counsel; upon consideration 
whereof, the Court, this 29th day of November, 1930, finds 
and adjudges as follows: 

1. That the plaintiff, Alma Von Steinner-Goltl and de¬ 
fendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, were lawfully married 
January 16, 1915 at Washington, D. C., and that one child, 
Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, Jr., was born of said marriage 
April 12, 1920, and is in the custody of the plaintiff. 
31 2. That the plaintiff and defendant, Albert Von 

Steinner-Goltl, are residents of the District of Colum¬ 
bia, and have been domiciled in the District of Columbia 
since their marriage. 

3. That the decree of divorce entered in favor of Albert 
Von Steinner-Goltl, by the Corporation Court of the City 
of Alexandria, State of Virginia, on July 31, 1929, is not 
entitled to full faith and credit by this Court, because the 
court granting the same was without jurisdiction. This 
Court finding that the defendant, Albert Von Steinner- 
Goltl, at the time of the filing of his suit for divorce in the 
Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria, State of Vir¬ 
ginia, and at the time of the granting to him of the afore¬ 
said decree of divorce on July 31, 1929 and at all interven¬ 
ing times, was a resident of the District of Columbia, and 
the said decree is hereby declared to be void. 

4. That on February 1, 1930 the defendant, Albert Von 
Steinner-Goltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, par¬ 
ticipated in a marriage ceremony with each other at Balti¬ 
more, Maryland, and thereafter lived and cohabited as man 
and wife, and that at the time of the said ceremony, defend¬ 
ant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, had not been legally di¬ 
vorced from the plaintiff, and that the defendant, Albert 
Von Steinner-Toltl, and the co-respondent, Bonnie Love, 
subsequent to said marriage on February 1, 1930, lived and 
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cohabited as man and wife and committed the act of 
adultery, and that the said act or acts of adultery were 
committed without the consent, connivance, privity or pro¬ 
curement of the plaintiff, and since the discovery of the 
same, she has not cohabited with the defendant, Albert Von 
Steinner-Goltl. j 

Wherefore it is accordingly, 

Adjudged, ordered, and decreed: 

1. That the plaintiff, Alma Von Steinjner-Goltl, has 
32 duly proved a case entitling her to a decree of abso¬ 
lute divorce from the defendant, Albert Von Stein¬ 
ner-Goltl, on the ground of adulterv committed bv the de- 
fendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, with the co-respondent, 
Bonnie Love, as alleged in the supplemental bill of com¬ 
plaint filed herein, but no decree of divorce is awarded by 
this order. 

2. That the question of permanent alimony, custody of 
the minor son of the plaintiff and defendant,! counsel fees 
and costs is reserved for the further consideration of the 
Court at the time of the final decree herein. : 

The order for temporary alimony entered herein August 
22, 192S be continued in full force and effect until further 
order of the court. 

Bv the Court: I 

JENNINGS BAILEY, 

Justice. 

Final Decree of Divorce. 

i 

Filed March 30, 1931. ! 

• * * s # * • 

This cause coming on to be further heard upon the ap¬ 
plication of the plaintiff, Alma Von SteinnerrGoltl, for a 
final decree herein, and it appearing to the Court that a 
Finding of Facts and Interlocutory Decree of Divorce was 
entered herein on the 29th day of November, l|930, adjudg¬ 
ing that a cause for dissolution of the marriage had been 
proved because of adultery found to have been committed 
by the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, jvith the co¬ 
respondent, Bonnie Love, 
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And it further appearing to the Court that ninety 

33 days have elapsed since the entry of the said Finding 
of Facts and Interlocutory Decree, and that the 

plaintiff is entitled to a final decree dissolving the bonds of 
matrimony between the plaintiff and the defendant, and 
having made due application therefor, 

It is, by the Court, this 26th day of March, 1931, 

Adjudged, ordered, and decreed as follows: 

1. That the decree of divorce entered in favor of Albert 
Von Steinner-Goltl by the Corporation Court of the City 
of Alexandria, State of Virginia, on July 31st, 1929, is not 
entitled to full faith and credit by this Court, and is null 
and void. 

2. That the bonds of matrimony heretofore existing be¬ 
tween the plaintiff, Alma Von Steinner-Goltl, and the de¬ 
fendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, be and the same herebv 
are dissolved, and the plaintiff, Alma Von Steinner-Goltl, is 
awarded a decree of divorce a vinculo matrimonii from the 
defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl: provided, however, 
that this decree shall not be effective to dissolve the mar¬ 
riage until the expiration of the time allowed for taking 
an appeal or until the determination of any appeal so taken. 

3. That the custody of Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, Jr., 
is awarded to Alma Von Steinner-Goltl, with leave to the 
defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, to visit the said 
child, or have said child visit him, at any reasonable time 
and place. 

4. That the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, pay 
to the plaintiff the sum of $75 00 100 monthly, payable in 
equal instalments on the first and fifteenth days of each 
and every month hereafter, commencing April 1st, 1931, 
as permanent alimony for the support and maintenance 

of the plaintiff and the minor child committed to 

34 her custody. 

5. That the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, 
pay the costs of this suit, as taxed by the Clerk of this 
Court, and the sum of $300 00/100 to the plaintiff for the 
services rendered by her counsel herein. 

Bv the Court: 

JESSE C. ADKINS, 

Justice. 
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35 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

The President of the United States of America to Alma 

Von Steinner-Goltl, Greeting: 

You are hereby cited and admonished to bie and appear 
at a Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, upon 
the docketing the cause therein, under and als directed by 
the Rules of said Court, pursuant to an Appeal noted in 
the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, on the 
17th day of April, 1931, wherein Albert Von Steinner-Goltl 
and Bonnie Love are Appellants and you are Appellee, to 
show cause, if any there be, why the Decree rendered 
against the said Appellant- should not be ejorrected and 
why speedy justice should not be done to the parties in that 
behalf. 

Witness the Honorable Alfred A. Wheat, Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court of the District of Cplumbia, this 
20th day of April, in the year of our Lord one thousand 
nine hundred and thirtv-one. j 

FRANK E. CUNNINGjHAM, 

| Clerk, 

By H. B. DERTZBAUGH,j 

Assistant Clerk. 

Service of the above Citation accepted this; 20th day of 
April, 1931. 

RAYMOND NEUDECKER, 

Attorney for. Appellee. 

[Endorsed:] Citation. | 

i 

I 

36 Memorandum. j 

April 22, 1931.—Bond on appeal approved and filed. 

Assignments of Error. 

Filed May 7, 1931. I 

* 7 i 

i 

* * # # * # ! * 

Come now the defendants by their attorney and assign as 
errors committed in the course of the trial anp decision of 
the above entitled cause relied upon by themi as grounds 


i 

i 

i 

i 

i 
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for reversing the decree of the Supreme Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia complained of, by and on appeal, the fol¬ 
lowing: The court erred. 

1. In failing to give full faith and credit to the decree of 
divorce entered in favor of Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, ap¬ 
pellant, by the Corporation Court of Alexandria, in the 
State of Virginia; 

2. In holding that the appellant, Albert Von Steinner- 
Goltl, was not a bona fide resident of the State of Virginia 
at the time of or prior to the aforesaid decree or during 
the statutory period required prior thereto; 

3. In failing to hold that the marital res of the appellee, 
Alma Von Steinner-Goltl, ceased to exist in the District of 
Columbia after the wilful desertion of the appellee from the 
appellant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, over his protest and 
objection. 

NEIL BURKINSHAW, 
Attorney for Appellants. 

37 Copy of the foregoing served on me this 7th day 
of May, 1931. 

RAYMOND NEUDECKER, 

Attorney for Appellee. 

Memoranda. 


May 21, 1931.—Proposed Statement of Evidence filed. 

June 16, 1931.—Time to submit Statement of Evidence 
extended to and including Julv 3, 1931. 

August 6, 1931.—Statement of Evidence signed in dupli¬ 
cate. 

Order of Court of Appeals Extending Time to File Record. 

Filed September 16, 1931. 

On consideration of the petition to extend the time for 
filing the record in this Court in the above-entitled cause 
until October 7, 1931, It is ordered by the Court that said 
petition be and it is hereby granted and the time extended 
as praved. 

Per Mr. CHIEF JUSTICE MARTIN, 

September 10, 1931. 
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38 Designation of Record. 

i 

Filed May 7, 1931. 

| 

• * • * # * i • 

The defendants having perfected an appeal herein to 
the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia on April 
20 1931, hereby request the clerk of the Suprenie Court of 
the District of Columbia to prepare, at defendants’ ex¬ 
pense, a transcript of the record on appeal, 1 ; including 
therein the following papers and proceedings, namely: 

1. Original bill, omitting signatures and verification; 

2. Answer of Albert Von Steinncr-Goltl; 

3. Separate answer of Bonnie Love; 

4. Supplemental bill; 

5. Supplemental answer of Albert Von Steifiner-Goltl; 

6. Supplemental answer of Bonnie Love; 

7. Interlocutory decree and finding of facts; 

S. Final decree and citation of appeal; 

9. Notation of cost bond filed; 

10. Assignments of error; 

11. This designation. 

NEIL BURKIN SHAW, 
Attorney for Defendants, Appellants. 

Copy of foregoing served and accepted this seventh day 
of Mav, nineteen hundred and thirtv-one. 

RAYMOND NEUDECKER, 

Atty. for Plaintiff. 

. • j 

39 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Frank E. Cunningham, Clerk of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia, hereby certify the fioregoing 
pages numbered from 1 to 38, both inclusive, to; he a true 
and correct transcript of the record, according; to direc¬ 
tions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made part of 
this transcript, in cause No. 48698 in Equity, wherein Alma 
Desio Von Steinner-Goltl is Plaintiff and Albert Von 


I 
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Steinner-Goltl et al. are Defendants, as the same remains 
upon the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof I hereunto subscribe mv name and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in 
said District, this 16th day of September, 1031. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

FRANK E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Clerk. 

40 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, 

Holding an Equity Court. 

Equity. No. 48698. 

Alma Vox Steixxer-Goltl, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Albert Vox Steixxer-Goltl, and Boxxie Love. Defendants. 

Statement of Evidence. 

The above entitled cause came on for hearing before Mr. 
Justice Bailey in said Court on November —, 1930, Ray¬ 
mond Neudecker' appeared for plaintiff and Neil Burkin- 
shaw for defendants, whereupon the following proceed¬ 
ings were had and testimonv was given. 

Thereupon Alma Von Steinner-Goltl, the plaintiff, testi¬ 
fied in her own behalf as follows: She was born in Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., lived here all her life, married the defendant, 
Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, in 1915, and a boy now ten 
vears of age. was born of said marriage: that she never 
lived anvwhere with the defendant other than in the Dis- 

W 

trict of Columbia, and never lived in the State of Virginia; 
that she was separated from the defendant, Albert Von 
Steinner-Goltl, a number of times, the final separation tak¬ 
ing place in June, 1926. That she first met the defendant, 
Bonnie Love, in the spring of 1927 after having seen a little 
book in Mr. Von .Steinner-Goltl’s possession with a picture 
of the defendant, Bonnie Love, in it. That she called upon 
the defendant, Bonnie Love, and told her to keep 

41 a wav from from Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl until his 

V 4 

marital affairs were settled, and defendant, Bonnie 
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Love, said she would do as plaintiff requested. That plain¬ 
tiff also discussed the matter with Mr. Von Steilnner-Goltl, 
who said that he intended to do as he wished. Tjhat the de¬ 
fendant, Von Steinner-Goltl, gave the defendant, Bonnie 
Love, a Chevrolet automobile for her birthday ini 1927; that 
witness frequently saw the defendants together in the auto¬ 
mobile, and in various public places. That Mr. Non Stein¬ 
ner-Goltl also had an automobile and she has sben the de¬ 
fendants in his car. That witness saw Mr. Von Steinner- 
Goltl ? s car in the vicinity of the apartment where the de¬ 
fendant, Bonnie Love, resided, and that the car was mostly 
parked in the back of the building; that she has seen Mr. 
Von Steinner-Goltl in the defendant, Bonnie Love’s apart¬ 
ment, and that he had a key to her apartment; and wit¬ 
ness has seen him go there and let himself in the apart¬ 
ment with the key. That witness could not state how late 
her husband stayed in the defendant, Bonnie Love’s, apart¬ 
ment, because plaintiff did not want to stay out real late, 
but he would still be there when she would go ajway; that 
on several nights she was able to sec her husband in Miss 
Love’s apartment when she was in a kimono or lingerie, 
and saw her from the corridor of the apartment Or the hall 
across from the apartment, or from the street ; that her 
husband visited Miss Love’s apartment from February or 
March, 1927, until Von Steinner-Goltl and Miss ilove were 
married. That witness employed Detective Mattingly for 
the purpose of having him observe Mr. Von Stehiner-Goltl. 
That on one occasion, in the company of Mr. Mattingly and 
his assistant, witness went to Miss Love’s apartment and 
found Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl there; that they had been 
in the habit of waiting to see if he would pome out, 
42 but on this occasion went up and the door whs locked; 

they knocked and no one answered; a little liater they 
knocked again and Miss Love came to the doori; witness 
asked for Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl, and after a jwhile he 
came out. That she has seen Mr. Von Steinner-Gjoltl’s car 
at Miss Love’s apartment as late as twelve or twelve-thirty. 
That after the separation between the plaintiff! and Mr. 
Von Steinner-Goltl he went to live at Mrs. Wright’s home 
at 3605 14th Street, X. W., and that he lived there up to 
November 18,1928, which was the occasion of his birthday, 
and his son took him a present. Mrs. Wright’s home is a 
block and a half from the apartment where Miss Love re- 
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sided. That witness has seen Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl’s 
car parked in the rear of the apartment where Miss Love 
resided as early as eight o'clock on Sunday mornings. 
That Mr. Von Steinner is a manufacturing jeweler and at 
the time of their separation his income was about $100.00 
per week; that lie had no place of business other than 
Washington; that she met him in 1914 and he was a resident 
of Washington at that time. That she has not cohabited 
with him as man and wife since the separation in 1926. 
That she works in her father’s jewelry store at a salary of 
$30.00 a week. 


Upon cross-examination witness testified that the sub¬ 
ject of separation was discussed in April, 1926 and prior 
thereto, particularly in the summer of 1923, several sepa¬ 
ration agreements being drawn up in 1923, but which were 
not signed. That she saw her husband and Miss Love 
together nearly every day for a considerable period of 
time, and could see Miss Love come to the window of her 
apartment and watch for him, and on perhaps a dozen of 
such occasions Miss Love was dressed in her negligee. 
Witness was unable to say whether her husband was ac¬ 
quainted with Miss Love at the time of the separation in 
1926. Witness figured out the expenses and costs, legal 
and otherwise, in connection with the possibility of 
43 getting a divorce in Maryland. That their son 
visited Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl in Virginia just prior 
to the divorce proceedings. That Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl 
lived in Virginia only a very short time prior to his divorce. 


Whereupon Mr. Mattingly, a detective, was called. 
Thereupon counsel approached the bench and the Court 
expressed the view that it would be unnecessary, in the 
circumstances, to proceed further in the matter of taking 
testimony with regard to alleged adulteries on the part of 
the defendants, since the sole question presented in view 
of the pleadings, which admitted the marriage of the de¬ 
fendant and co-respondent, was the bona tides of the resi¬ 
dence of the defendant, Von Steinner-Goltl, in the State of 
Virginia. 

Whereupon, in order to comply with the requirements of 
the law of this jurisdiction, counsel for the plaintiff made 
profert of the testimony of the witness Mattingly for the 
purpose of showing the results of his investigation. 

Thereupon the plaintiff rested. 
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Thereupon, to maintain the issues on his part joined, 
the defendant, Albert Von Steinner-Goltl, testified in his 
own behalf as follows: That he is a resident of the United 
States, came to this country in 1911, after (service as a 
First Lieutenant in the Austrian Army; that lie was mar¬ 
ried to the plaintiff on January 15th, 1915 and lived with 
her, save for a few separations, until the year 1926. That 
he separated from the plaintiff in June, 1926,! pursuant to 
a separation agreement which witness identified and was 
thereupon offered and received in evidence; after the sepa¬ 
ration witness continued to live in Washington until about 
May or June, 1928, when he moved to De Witt Avenue, 
Potomac, Virginia. That the occasion of his removal to 
Virginia was that he had a bookkeeper in liislemploy who 
had a house out there in which he rented rooms. That 
there were several rooms empty at that (time and he 
44 took one, as it did not make anv difference to him 
where he lived; that he continued to live there up 


to April 1st, 1929, and left at that time because his land¬ 
lord’s wife was ill and could not keep roomeijs. That he 
lived at 3506 16th Street, X. W., the residence mentioned 
by plaintiff in her testimony, until he moved to Virginia. 
That he moved from Potomac to Alexandria, where he 
resided until the first of November, 1929; that jhe filed suit 
for divorce in Virginia about the middle of j.June, 1929, 
after having lived in Virginia more than a year. That 
during the time he lived in Virginia he slept there nights 
except on such few occasions as he had to go tb Richmond 
or New York on business, or when detained verv late in 
Washington, on which occasions he would get a room in 
Washington for the night; that he had a roomj here, then, 
or would go get a room for the night. That qn the occa¬ 
sion in 1928 when their son saw him staying at j.4th Street, 
it happened to be on the 17th of November, his birthday; 
that he had attended a birthday party given him by friends 


at the residence of Harry Grant, a member of the Bar, 


and the party ended so late that he decided! to stay in 
Washington and that he remained here onlv 'that night. 
That he remained in Virginia until November after his 
divorce, and then the weather got bad and he found trav¬ 
eling back and forth hard on him, because of (working at 

5—5498a 
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his office at night. That during the period of his residence 
in Virginia friends came out to visit him where he was 
staying, their son on five or six occasions, and also Mr. 
and Mrs. Harry Grant. That on the occasions of his son's 
visits to Virginia the boy remained overnight with him. 
That all witness’ personal belongings were in Virginia at 
that time. That he first met Miss Bonnie Love in Febru¬ 
ary, 1927 at the residence of Dr. Edward Tilley, some 
seven or eight months after the separation from Mrs. Von 
Steinner-Goltl. That he called on her first at her 
4.1 apartment about April, 1928, and Miss Keely, a mem¬ 
ber of the Bar, was living with Miss Love, and con¬ 
tinued to live there for some eight or nine months. That 
Miss Keelv would generally be there most of the time and 
often went out together, and also went to parties, shows, 
and visited friends with Miss Keely. That on the occa¬ 
sions of his visits to Miss Love’s apartment there never 
occurred any improprieties, nor at any time during their 
friendship. That since his marriage to Miss Love they 
have lived together as man and wife in the District of 
Columbia. That his business is that of manufacturing 
jeweler with an income of $75.00 a week, which threaten.- 
to be reduced because the business is practically bankrupt. 
That prior to May 1930 his drawing account was $100.00 
a week. That his final decree of divorce in Virginia was 

awarded on Julv 31st, 1929, and he testified on that dav 

• / / « 

in the Corporation Court in Alexandria, and Mr. Holden 

and Mr. Myers, with whom he had lived, also testified in 

his behalf. Whereupon, there was offered and received in 

evidence the final decree of divorce awarded defendant, 

Von Steinner-Goltl, by the Virginia Court. That after his 

decree he continued to associate with Miss Love, meeting 

her in public places, her apartment, or at friends’ houses, 

and those friends included Congressman Northern Norman 

Frost, Robert Stuntz, Charles Ledane, Harry Grant, and 

Lieutenant Commander Miles. That he remembers verv 

well the occasion when Mrs. Von Steinner-Goltl came to 

the apartment of Miss Love. That there were a number 

of guests in the apartment from New York. The crowd 

was about to go out for dinner, and Mrs. Von Steinner- 

Goltl screamed, threatened to kill Miss Love, and threw 

lamps on the floor; that on no occasion when he visited 
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Miss Love did he ever see her wearing negligee or kimona; 
that she was always dressed; that the apartjment in the 
Cavalier kept by Miss Love was on the eighth floor. That 
when the original suit for divorce was filed by his 
46 wife in the District of Columbia he was then living 


in Virginia and had been living there since the pre¬ 
ceding May. 

Whereupon, on cross-examination, the defendant testi¬ 
fied that he made up his mind to move to Virginia in May, 
192S and had never lived in that State before, and knew 
only Mr. and Mrs. lloiden in Arlington County j he had fre¬ 
quently traveled through Alexandria, but never had any 
occasion to stop; that at the time he moved to! Alexandria 
he did not know Richard B. Washington, an attorney prac¬ 


ticing in Alexandria, who later filed suit for his divorce. 
That Holden, at whose house he lived, was a bookkeeper 
earning about $30.00 a week. That the suggestion about 
living in Virginia first came from Holden, who |complained 
about not having any roomers. That to a certain extent his 
purpose in moving to Virginia was to help out Mr. Holden 
financially; that he had no intention at that timp of getting 
a divorce, as he had no reason, since she had left! him. That 
lie had made no attempt to have a reconciliation with her. 
That Holden lived in a six or seven room framehouse; that 
witness did not know his next door neighbor; that the house 
was three blocks north of the lower road and one and one- 
half blocks to the left and runs parallel with tlije Washing¬ 
ton Boulevard. That he owned an automobile when he 
lived in Virginia. That he did not register wlijen he went 
to Potomac, and did not apply to the Virginia j authorities 
for a license to drive the car, and continued to use District 
tags all the time; that practically every night he slept 
there; that on his nights away from Virginia be slept at 
Mrs. Wright’s on 16th Street, where he formerly lived, 
but had no regular nights for sleeping in town. I That when 
he moved to Potomac, Mrs. Von Steinner-Goltl knew of it, 
although lie did not tell her. That in June, 1928 he was 
regularly seeing Miss Love, called her on the telephone 
from a store on the corner nearby, since there vjrns no tele¬ 
phone at Holden’s house. That he slept at Holden’s 
47 at least three or four times a week, and on other 
occasions stayed either with friends or i with Mrs. 
Wright, his former landlady, and paid $1.50 a night. That 
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he moved to Mrs. Mvers’ in Alexandria from Holden’s on 
the recommendation of Mr. Holden. He had already filed 
suit for divorce in Virginia; that he knew he had to stav 
there and knew that he had to live in Virginia for a vear 
before he could get a divorce; that the only thing he was 
waiting for was for the year to pass so that he could get his 
divorce, and that had some bearing on his removal to Mrs. 
Myers’ home, but was not the only reason, as he liked it out 
there in Virginia, and it was coming summer and the rent 
was cheap. That he paid Mr. Holden $15.00 a month, kept 
his car in Mr. Holden’s garage. That Myers’ house is a 
brick house occupied by the family and some roomers, and 
he met many people at this house; the telephone number is 
Alexandria 2307; the house is located about five blocks 
from the boulevard; that he does not know who was Mavor 
of Alexandria when lie lived there. Plaintiff’s counsel read 
to witness from Bpvd’s Direetorv of the District of Colum- 
bia for the year 1928 at page 1165, as follows: “Albert Von 
Steiner, President, Capitol Importing Company, Inc., Von 
Steiner and Baumgartner, Inc., residence 3506 16th St., 
N. W.”, and the witness said that he was the Albert Von 
Steiner mentioned therein; Counsel thereupon read to the 
witness from the City Directory for the year 1929, at page 
1590, as follows: “Albert Von Steiner, President, Von 
Steiner & Baumgartner Co., Inc., residence 3506 Sixteenth 
St., X. W.”, and the witness said that he was the Albert 
Von Steinner mentioned therein. Thereupon counsel read 
to the witness from the City Directory for 1930, at page 
1561, as follows: “Albert Von Steiner, President, Von 
Steiner & Baumgartner Co., Residence, Alexandria, Vir¬ 
ginia: home 2737 Devonshire Place, X. Vh, Apartment 
401,” and the witness said that he was the person named 
therein, and that the address therein was his present 
48 address. Thereupon counsel asked the witness if he 
gave that information to the representative or solici¬ 
tor of Boyd's Directory, and witness replied that he did not 
remember. 

On re-direct examination witness stated that he could not 
remember whether the information contained in the Di- 
rectorv was given bv him or someone else for him. That he 
kept D. C. registration on his automobile; that he used the 
car for business. The Court here observed that there was 
no question that D. C. registration was cheaper. His said 
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suit for divorce was filed July 19, 1929. Counsel here 
agreed that a praecipe was issued addressed to the Clerk of 
the Court on June 19tli, and suit was filed J^ily 3, 1929. 
Witness stated that after obtaining his final decree he 
continued to reside in the City of Alexandria for three 
months and returned only because long hours devoted to 
business made it impossible for him to continue to reside 
there. 

I 

Thereupon Mrs. Bonnie Love Von Steinner T Goltl, core¬ 
spondent herein, testified as follows: That she is the wife 
of Albert Von Steinner-Goltl and was marriecjl to him on 
February 1st, 1930, in Baltimore, Maryland. That she met 
Von Steinner-Goltl at the home of Dr. Tilley, and at various 


places after that, including her apartment, which she shared 
successively with Joanna Finnegan and Aliss Keeley. That 
Miss Finnegan was away in the summer time; that on some 
occasions Miss Keely was present when Mr. Vein Steinner- 
Goltl called, and frequently accompanied thenji to parties 
and on automobile rides; that no improprieties ever took 
place with Von Steinner-Goltl, either at the apartment or 
elsewhere; that on the occasion of Von Steinner-Goltl’s 


visits to the apartment she was always fully attired. That 

she knew Von Steinner-Goltl was residing in Virginia; that 

she called on Mr. and Mrs. Holden, with whjom he was 

living, a number of times; that Von Steinner-Goltl went 

there in May, remained until April or j\|tay the fol- 

4!) lowing year, and then went to live with Mr. and Mrs. 

Mvers. That on the occasions of calling on Von 
* ! , 
Steinner-Goltl in Virginia, witness was accompanied by Mr. 

and Mrs. Harry Grant; that at no time between May, 1928 

and November, 1929, was Von Steinner-Goltl living in 


Washington, and she knows positively that he tvvas in Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Upon cross-examination, witness stated that! during the 
time Mr. Von Steinner-Goltl was living in Virginia he saw 
her frequently; that she never phoned him at the Holden’s 
because they did not have a phone; that she knew Mr. and 
Mrs. Holden prior to Von Steinner-Goltl’s going to Vir¬ 


ginia, having met Mr. Holden a number of times in Mr. Von 
Steinner-Goltl’s office. 

On redirect examination witness stated that prior to her 
marriage to Von Steinner-Goltl she was in charge of 
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Brentano’s Library. That some of Von Steinner-Goltl’s 
visits to the apartment were protracted, but usually when 
they were there was someone else present. 

Thereupon Fred Holden, a witness on behalf of the de¬ 
fendants, testified as follows: That he lives in Alexandria, 
Virginia, knows Von Steinner-Goltl, has known him since 
1924, was employed by him until September, 1930, but not 
employed by him now. That Von Steinner-Goltl came to 
his house in 1928, sometime in the spring, but the exact date 
witness does not recall; that Von Steinner-Goltl took a 
room in witness’ house; that there were several reasons for 
his coming over there; one was the necessity of Von 
Steinner-Goltl and witness getting together in the evening 
to work on business details, and also there was no one in 
their ten-room house except witness and his wife, and wit¬ 
ness thought the $15.00 a month Von Steinner-Goltl paid 
would be worth while from their viewpoint. That Von 
Steinner-Goltl resided with him until March, and moved 
then, at witness’ request, because of witness’s wife being 
in the hospital and no one being about the house to 
50 take care of the room; that during the period of 
his residence Von Steinner-Goltl slept in that house 
at night; that Von Steinner-Goltl went away about ten 
times to go to Xew York during the fall of 1928, in connec¬ 
tion with affairs involving a debtor of the firm. That wit¬ 
ness knows Mrs. Myers, who was in court on Thursday, but 
not present on the day of trial because she was called to 
Philadelphia. 

On cross-examination, witness stated that during the 
period of Von Steinner-Goltl’s residence at his home Von 
Steinner-Goltl was him employer; that these trips to New 
York were taken during a period lasting about six months; 
that on all occasions except business trips and holiday 
trips, Von Steinner-Goltl spent the night at witness’ home; 
that witness knows of his knowledge that Von Steinner- 
Goltl did not spend the nights elsewhere unless away on 
business trips. Witness recalled testifying in the Von 
Steinner-Goltl case in the Corporation Court of Alexandria, 
on July 31st, 1929. Witness said he testified then that Von 
Steinner-Goltl lived with him until the first of April and 
then moved for the summer months, and he also testified 
that Von Steinner-Goltl spent every night at his home ex- 
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cept when on business trips to Richmond; tliat the ten- 
room house was occupied by witness, his wife, Von Steinner- 
Goltl and a friend of the family, Mrs. Elizabeth Bateman. 

Thereupon Selena W. Harris, a witness eallojd on behalf 

of defendants, testified as follows: That sliej resides at 

3506 16th Street, N. W., where Von Steinner-Goltl lived 

from sometime in 1926 until about two vears aa'O, it was 

somewhere in the late spring or summer, and at that time 

Von Steinner-Goltl gave up the rooms he had! and left to 

take up a residence in Virginia; that Von Stbinner-Goltl 

came in the citv occasionallv and would take a room when 

» • 

he was in town, sometimes for the night, or maybe one or 
two nights, at different intervals, and he would not 
51 stay there any length of time; that on su<ph occasions 
he would call up and say he could not |get back to 
Virginia and ask if he could come there and stay; that there 
was not much mail that came there for him, maybe four or 
five letters in all that time. 

On cross-examination, witness stated that she had been 
living at that address off and on for eight yeaps; that she 
was away for an interval, and later she was ;in Europe; 
that she was there all the time that Mr. Von Stbinner-Goltl 
was there, and had been living there since thjc time that 
Von Steinner-Goltl first came; that Von Stjeinnor-Goltl 
came to her and said he was giving up his rooms and taking 
a residence out in Virginia; he did not explain why, but 
simply said he just wanted to get out in the couhtry. 

Thereupon Mrs. Adelaide Grant, a witness called on 
behalf of the defendant, testified as follows: That she is the 
wife of Harrv Grant, a member of the Bar of! this Court, 
and had known Von Steinner-Goltl very wejll for four 
vears; that Von Steinner-Goltl left this city about Mav, 
1928 to take up a residence in Virginia. That she had occa¬ 
sion, with her husband, to call on Von Steinner-Goltl sev¬ 
eral times at Mrs. Myers’ in Rosemont, and knows he was 
living there. 

On cross-examination witness stated that she knew he 
was living in Virginia, because very often Vcjn Steinner- 
Goltl would come up to their house for parties, and they 
would break up early in order that he could return to Vir¬ 
ginia. 
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Be it further remembered that the foregoing contains 
the substance of all of the evidence given on the hearing 
of this cause, and each of the exceptions stated to have 
been taken by the attorney for the plaintiff were so taken 
and were duly allowed and noted by the Court, and in 
order that each and every thereof may be preserved 
52 and made of record this statement of evidence is 
duly stated, approved and signed, and ordered to be 
made of record in the above entitled cause this 6th day of 


JENNINGS BAILEY, 
JENNINGS BAILEY, 

Justice. 

RAYMOND NEUDECKER, 

Attorney for Appellee. 

NEIL BURKINSHAW, 

Atty. for Appel-ants. 
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